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REMARKS 



Favorable reconsideration of the application is rcspectfulW requested in light of the 



amendments and remarks herein. 



Upon entry of this amendment, claims 1^52 will be pending. By this amendment claims 

\:' { 

1 25 and 49 have been amended. No new matter has been added| 

5 I - 



t 
i 

I 



§ 103 Rejection of Claims 1-3- 6. 9. 11. 25- 97,|W ^ 33. 49 and 52 



■ 

In Section 4 of the Final Office Action of January 12, 2006 (hereinafter referred to as 

"Office Action"), claims 1-3, 6, 9, 11, 25-27, 30 : , j 33, 35, 49 and fe stand rejected under 35 

| 

U S C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Trow et al. (l/.S. Patent: 5,983,190: hereinafter 



referred to as "Trower") in view of Yamamoto 



V.S. Patent: 5,9^3,337) 



In the Background section of the Specification, it was stated that "there is recently 

i,' I 

provided an interactive operation support system,; which is set to fallow a personified assistant to 

r 

appear on a display screen, permitting the user 'to perform input of commands to the equipment 
in the form of carrying out a conversation face 
Specification, page 3, lines 10-15. "However, 

status conditions in progress related to such operations on the scleen through an assistant has not 

( 1 > K 
■ > • It 



;o face with an assistant on the screen," 



i i 



*iuch a system making it possible to present the 

i 



response from the system with one's eyes Fixec 
u$er gives a command to the system to execute 



been developed so far, and as a result, there is i jo other way othejj- than the user having to wait for 

Ion the screen. It is to be even supposed that if the 
la;processing requiring a response time, the user 

6 



would even misunderstand that the equipment 



Is 'out of order. .. . Thus, it is preferable that, in 
order to allow the user to operate the equipment' based on interaction with the assistant, an 

k 



'l 



18 
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operationally easy input of a command system produces an effect close to natural language is 

. "i > 

provided," Specification, page 4, lines 1 1-23. ] j 

To address the above-described shortcomings of the conventional interactive operation 



support system, embodiments of the present invention provide improved system and method for 



i 



interactive operation support for an apparatus comprising a displ4 unit, a speech input unit, a 



,!!. 



( peech output unit, and an operation control unit, j for example, trie structure of system claim 1 , 
js presented herein, states that the operation control unit includesr 

i K 

14 

"an assistant control means for generating personified assistant and making 
said assistant appear on a screen of said display unit; 



an 



IE 

output speech control means for determining speech r^uired for said 
assistant lo output said assistant's spebch lo the outside through said 
speech output unit after speech synthesis; 



i 

i 



an input speech recognition means for recognizing user's [voice as a speech 
inputted through said speech input unit; 

an interaction management means for managing interaction between said 
assistant and said user according to said assistant's sp|ech determined by 
said output speech control means andjsaid user speech recognized by said 
input speech recognition means; I j | 

an ambient state generating means for enabling ssaid pexspnified assistant to 
act as if urging the user to input commands us ing the [input speech 
recognition means when the interactive op&rating svsjkm is placed in a 



wait state; and 



> i 

l! 



a command interpreting means for specifying a user's intention or specifying 
said inputted user command based on! a content of infraction traced by 
said interaction management means."! 



(emphasis added) ! 

Accordingly, in one aspect of claim 1 , uie operation coniol unit includes at least an 



!i 



!l 



I 



ambient state generating means for enabling the; personified assistant to act as if urging the user 



I 



tn inmit commands using the input speech rocnlmition means when the interactive operating 



! 



I! 



V9 



1 1 



! i. 



i 
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I. 



[i! 



system is placed in a wait stlte . See Speciftcalio^page 31, lines 124-28; page 36, lines 20-24; 

I 

t 

and page 40, lines 28-29. , 

By contrast, Trower fails to explicitly teacfi or suggest generating an ambient state 

as if urging the user to input speech commands 



©022 



enabling an animated personified assistant to act 



when an interactive system is in a waiting state. 



1 1 1 

Hi 



Sfee Office Actiok page 5, lines 20-22. As to 



Yamamoto, the Office Action states, "... Yamamoto teaches such fcn ambient state generating 



means 

an ambient state generating 



" Office Action, page 5, line 22 to page. oi \llne 2. Even assuming that Yamamoto teaches 



means, Yamamolo fails to teach or s 

in 



x, jg 



generating means for enabling a personified assistant to act as if tirging the user to input 
commands using the input speech recognition means when the interactive operating system is 



placed in a wait state, as claimed, to meet the invention's objectijle of providing an improved 

i 

i 

interactive operation support for an apparatus. Tr" 
individually or in combination, fail to teach or i 



gest an ambient stale 



us, it is maintai aed that Trower and Yamamoto, 



gest all the limitations of claim I. 



Based on the foregoing discussion, it is 



Trower and Yamamoto. Since claims 25 and 4 



limitations as claim I, claims 25 and 49 should ^, 



parallel and include substantially similar 



i-ji 



Further, since claims 2-3, <5, 9, 1 1, 26-27, 30, 31 35 and 52 depend from one of claims 1, 25 and 



49, claims 2-3, 6, 9, 1 1, 26-27, 30, 33, 35 and ?2 should also be 



Yamamoto, 



-3, 6, 9, 11,25-27,30, 33,35, 



Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejection of claims 1 

\\\ 

49 and 52 based upon 35 U.S.C. §103(a) has b^en overcome by |he present remarks and 
withdrawal thereof is respectfully requested - 



20 
II 



so be allowable over Trower and Yamamoto. 



allowable over Trower and 
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g_1(tt Rejection of Claims 4-ls. 12. 17. 19. 22--24C 



12)023 



9.8~7.9_ 36. 41 - 43 and 46-48 



In Section 5 of the Office Action, claims 

i 
i 

46-48 stand rejected under 35 U-S.C. § 103(a) as 



Us, 12, 17, 19, 22-24, 28-29, 36, 41, 43 and 



^eing unpatentable over Trower in view of 



Yamamoto, and in further view of Houser et al. fas. Patent: 5, 774,859; hereinafter referred to 



as "Houser"). 

Based on the foregoing discussion regarding Trower and Yamamoto and claims 1 and 25, 



i 

l. 



and since claims 4-5, 12, 17, 19, 22-24, 28-29, 

•t 

1 and 25, claims 4-5, 12, 17, 19, 22-24, 28-29, 



36, 41, 43 and 46-48 depend from one of claims 

t 

S, 41, 43 and 46-48 should also be allowable 



over Trower and Yamamoto. 

i 

i 

i 
i 

In section 5 of the Office Action it is sta 
and 28 limitation: "control beans determines sp/eeich for leading a user's interaction when said 



i' 

id that Houser includes the following claim 4 



command interpreting means fails to specify said user's intention or said inputted user 

ij I"- i! 

command." Office Action, 'page 5, lines 3-4. Bten assuming that Houser teaches this limitation 

I ' i 

of claims 4 and 28, Houscr |yet fails to teach or suggest the remaining limitations of claims 1 and 
25 not taught by Trower and Yamamoto, that isfj an ambient state generating means for enabling 



s 

a personified assistant to act as if urgi ng the user 



to input commands using the i nput speech 



recognition means when the interactive operatirjg; syste m is placed in a wait state. Similarly, 



Houser is cited for teaching additional limitations present in claims 5, 12, 17, 19, 22-24, 29, 36, 



ii 

41, 43 and 46-48 that axe not present in claims 



i 



an ambient state generating means for enabling a; 

! "i: i 



or 25, but Houser yet fails to teach or suggest 
personi fied assistant to act as if urg ing the user 



\n 

system is placed in a wait state . Thus, it is maiy&ined that Trower, Yamamoto and Houser, in 



4 



combination or individually, fail to teach or suggest all' the limitations of claim 1 or claim 25 



i 
!: 
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0024 



Claims 5, 12, 17, 19 3 22-24 7 29, 36, 41, 43 and 4^-48 should therefore be allowable over the 
combination of Trower, Yamamoto and Houser. 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejection of claims 4-5, 12, 17, 19, 22-24, 28-29, 



36, 41, 43 and 46-48 based upon 35 U.S.C. §103p 
and withdrawal thereof is respectfully requested.-,: 



§ 1 03 Rejection of Clai ms 7, S and 3 1-32 

In Section 6 of the Office Action, claims $ v 



) has been overcome by the present remarks 



i • 



8 and 31-32 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 



§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Trower in vi|W of Yamamoto and in further view of 
Lumelsky et al. (U.S. Patent: 6,081. 780; hereina¥tsr referred to as "Lumelsky")- 

Based on the foregqing discussion regarding Trower and Yamamoto and claims 1 and 25, 

i |i _ 

and since claims 7, 8 and 31-32 depend from onje of claims 1 and 25, claims 7, 8 and 31-32 

should also be allowable oyer 

1 B ■ 

Regarding claims 7| and 31, it was slated that Lumelsky discloses "[c]ornmuni cation 



means 



for connecting said jsyslem to a communication medium such as an external network 
and/or a telephone line, and a mail exchange mdans for making an exchange of electronic mails 



via 



said communication medium, wherein said output speech control means determines said 



f. 
. a; 



assistant's speech based on content of an incoming mail." Office Action, page 11. lines 13-16. 

I ' i * j 

However even assuming that Lumelsky teachefjiWh ajcommunication means, Lumelsky fails to 

: • ' 11 ■ I 

teach or suggest the remaining limitations of claims 1 and 25 not taught by Trower and 

' ; ''I r i' 

Yamamoto. Similarly, Lumelsky is cited for teaching additional limitations present in claims 8 



l; 



and 32 that are not prese J in claims 1 or 25. T&is, it ii| maintained that Trower, Yamamoto and 
Lumelsky, in combination; or individually, fail 16 teachlor suggest all the limitations of claim 1 or 



V, 



\i 

2|2 

i 
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claim 25. Therefore, claimsj7 ? 8 and 31-32 should 



Yamamoto and Lumelsky. j 

i i 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejection of claims 7, 8 and 31-32 based upon 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) has been overcome by the present 



requested. 



1 



remarks and withdrawal thereof is respectfully 



gJQ3 Rejection of Claims 1 0 and 34 



ii 1 ii 
\>.\\ 



•Hi 

Tn Section 7 of the Office Action, claims; ! 



§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Trower in vieto of Yamamoto, and further in view of Crow ct 

I V 'I 



al. (U.S. Patent: 6,262, 724i hereinafter referred: 



Based on the foregoing discussion regaijcjiii Trower and Yamamoto and claims 1 and 25, 
and since claims 10 and 3< depend from claim? j and 25, respectively, claims 10 and 34 should 



.(*< 



also be allowable over Trower and Yamamoto.: 

It was staled that Crow discloses the foj&iing limitation of claims 10 and 34: "[assistant 
control means places said personified assistanAn k room scattered with various kinds of objects 



@!025 



De allowable over the combination of Trower, 



and 34 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 



fes "Crow"). 



i ■ ' ; i 

including a link to an information resource, and; 'm\ response to an interest of said user in a 
recording medium including a link to a music cfiritent placed in said room, said command 

J "iii 

interpreting means interprets an inputted user cpajmand as a command for playing back said 

music content." Office Action, page 12, lines Mfl. Even assuming that Crow teaches this 

•!. li'l | 

limitation of claims 10 and 34, Crow fails to teiftjh or suggest the remaining limitations of claims 
1 and 25 not taught by Trqwer and Yamamottli p|nw. ^ is maintained that Trower, Yamamoto 

r V: ■' 

and Crow, in combination^ individually, fail;|jteach or suggest all the limitations of claim 1 or 



It 



1 * , 

> il ■ 
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i 

claim 25. Therefore, claims 10 and 34 should lie' 



Yamamoto and Crow. 



i 

§ 103(a) has been overcome; by the present rem; 

! 

requested. 



@1026 



iowable over the combination of Trower, 



Accordingly, it is submitted thai the reje#n of claims 10 and 34 based upon 35 U.S.C. 



ts and withdrawal thereof is respectfully 



S 103 Rejection of Claims 13 and 37 

In Section 8 of the Office Action, clahr 
§103 (a) as being unpatentable over Trower in vi 
yet further in view of Volk et al. (U.S. Patent: 

Based on the foregoing discussion rcgail jg Trower and Yamamoto and claims 1 and 25, 

it! 

and since claims 13 and 37 depend from claims] 
also be allowable over Trower and Yamamoto j| 



and 37 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
of Yamamoto, further in view of Houser, and 
7,331 1 hereinafter referred to as "Volk")- 



i 

knd 25, respectively, claims 13 and 37 should 



It was stated in the Office Action that ' 

of Ho user teach the speech command interface 

t 

... i 

animated character and featuring speech-initial 

■ * 

Claims 12 and 36. Trower in view of Yamamij 
the use of a ring-based window placed around 
teaches such a ring-shaped window for TV pr< 
19. Even assuming that Volk teaches a ring-st, 
Volk fails to teach or suggest the remaining li 

Yamamoto and Houser. Thus, it is maintained 

• ji 

i • i I 

I I: 

combination or individually, fail to teach or suj 



jwer in view of Yamamoto and further in view 

;tem and method utilizing an interactive 
I 

J [TV channel selection menus, as applied to 

i 

I and further in view of Houser do not suggest 
(animation for channel selection, however, Volk 

im selection." Office Action, page 13, lines 14- 

i 

d window for TV program selection, however, 
rations of claims 1 and 25 not taught by Trower, 
\ Trower, Yamamoto, Houser and Volk, in 
st all the limitations of claim 1 or claim 25. 



23 
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Therefore, claims 13 and 37 sliould be allowable) i 
Houser and Volk, ; 



©027 



er the combination of Trower, Yamamoto, 



Accordingly, it is submitted that the rcje'c i |n of claims 13 and 37 based upon 35 U.S.C 
§ 103(a) has been overcome bj the present rcmar \i and withdrawal thereof is respectfully 
requested. | 



§ 103 Rejection of Claims 1 4 land 3 8 



I! 



In Section 9 of the Ofl'ice Action, claims 

! •'■ 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Trower in vi 

further in view of Volk, and yet further in view;!; 



hereinafter referred to as "Florin"). 



■ i ; 

Based on the foregoing discussion regai} 



I 



" 1 1 



and since claims 14 and 38 depend from claims'i 

I ':! 
i ij 

also be allowable over Trower and Yamamoto. j| 



and 38 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
of Yamamoto, further in view of Houser, 
■lorin et al. {U.S. Patent: 5,583,560; 



g Trower and Yamamoto and claims 1 and 25, 
id 25, respectively, claims 14 and 38 should 



It was stated in the Office Action that "fllwer in view of Yamamoto, further in view of 



: i 

Houser, and further in view of Volk teaches the 



utilizing an interactive animated character and 



menus containing program, information, as app 

i 

.i 

Yamamoto, further in view of Houser, and f 



li 



zoom in on a selected channel, however Florin; 

• I i: 

ability to jump to (zoom in o[n) the channel dis 



lines 8-14. However, even assuming that Flo 

d I 



ability to zoom in on the channel displayed in! 



i inn < 



f: 



eech command interface system and method 
taring speech-initiated TV channel selection 
to Claims 13 and 37. Trower in view of 
in view of Volk does not teach the ability to 
Icloses a picture-in-picture window with the 
'ed in the window." Office Action, page 14, 
liscloses a picture-in-picture window with the 
window, Florin fails to teach or suggest the 
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■ 

! it 
remaining limitations of claims 1 and 25 not taugh 

• i 

i 

Thus, it is maintained that Tro|wer, Yamamoto, H6 

I ; !■ 

individually, fail to teach or suggest all the lirmtati 

i i i 

14 and 38 should be allowable! over the combinati 

1 i 

• i 
Florin. | | : 

I I in. 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejedln of claims 14 and 38 based upon 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) has been overcome by the present remarlland withdrawal thereof is respectfully 
requested. 



by Trower, Yamamoto, Houser and Volk. 
Iser, Volk and Florin, in combination or 
|ns of claim 1 or claim 25. Therefore, claims 
of Trower, Yamamoto, Houser, Volk and 



5 103 Rejection of Claims 15land 39 



I I ill 

In Section 10 of the dffice Action, clairn||5 and 39 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 



of Yamamoto, further in view of Houser, and 
5,Q26,416\ hereinafter referred to as 



Lg Trower and Yamamoto and claims 1 and 25, 
and 25, respectively, claims 15 and 39 should 



i 

§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Trower in vn 

■ 

i : 

yet further in view of iCaneiVa et al- (U.S. PqtenU 

"Kanerva"). j 

i I i 

Based on the foregoing discussion regard 

and since claims 15 and 39 depend from claims 
also be allowable over Trower and Yamampto. 

It was staled in the Office Action that "t| wer in view of Yamamoto, and further in view 
of Houser teaches the speech command interfacJlystem and method utilizing an interactive 
animated character and fcatvring speech-imiiateirV channel selection menus containing 
program information, as applied to Claims }2 ail 36. Trower in view of Yamamoto, and further 
in view of Houser docs hot suggest that the menft containing program information are shown in 
a binder on a display, however, Kanerva teachel ;uch a binder display format." Office Action, 



00343121 



i in 

: Hi i 
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page 15, lines 10-15. However, even assuming tij 

format, Kanerva fails to teach or suggest the rema; 

by Trower, Yamamoto and Houser. Thus, it is m; 

Kanerva, in combination or individually, fail to tcj 

: I 
claim 25. Therefore, claims 15 and 39 should be j 

I 

Yamamoto, Houser and Kanerva. 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejed 



@029 



Kanerva teaches such a binder display 
ing limitations of claims 1 and 25 not taught 
itained that Trower, Yamamoto, Houser and 

i 

jjh or suggest all the limitations of claim 1 or 

i 

[owable over the combination of Trower, 



In of claims 15 and 39 based upon 35 U.S.C. 



§ 103(a) has been overcome by the present remarl||and withdrawal thereof is respectfully 
requested. 



t 

5 103 Rejection of Claims 16 and 40 

In Section 11 of the Office Action, claim: 



16 and 40 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

1 1 



§103(a) as being unpatentable over Trower in vi|| of Yamamoto, further in view of Houser, 

ill 

further in view of Kanerva, and yel further in vieflfl of Florin. 

Based on the foregoing discussion regard! tg Trower and Yamamoto and claims 1 and 25, 



and since claims 16 and 40 depend from claims i 

i 

also be allowable over Trower and Yamamoto. 
It was stated in the Office Action Lhat "Tj 



ind 25, respectively, claims 16 and 40 should 



Houser, and further in view of Kanerva teaches 

i 

method utilizing an interactive animated charact; 



selection menus containing program informatio 
view of Yamamoto, further in view of Houser, 

■ 



■ 

iwer in view of Yamamoto, further in view of 

i 

i 

i 

e speech command interface system and 



' and featuring speech-initiated TV channel 



as applied to Claims 15 and 39. Trower in 

i 
i 



ililll 



further in view of Kanerva does not teach the 



! | 

ability to zoom in on a selected channel, howcvSfFlorin discloses a picture-in-picture window 



i 
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with the ability to jump to (zoom in on) the chanft 
page 16, lines 4^10. However, even assuming Lha 



with the ability to zoom in on the channel display 
suggest the remaining limitations of claims I and 
and Kanerva. Thus, it is maintained that Trower, 



combination or individually, fail to teach or sugge| 
Therefore, claims 16 and 40 should be allowable 
Houser, Kanerva and Florin. 

* 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejc< 

i 

i 

§ 103(a) has been overcome by the present remarl 
requested. 



@030 



[jdisplayed in the window." Office Action, 
lorin discloses a picture-in-picture window 
!in the window, florin fails to teach or 
not taught by Trower, Yamamoto, Houser 
iamamoto, Houser, Kanerva and Florin, in 
all the limitations of claim 1 or claim 25. 

i 
i 

cr the combination of Trower, Yamamoto, 



5 103 Rejection of Claim s 18 and 42 

i. 

In Section 12 of the Office Action, claim 

i 

§103 (a) as being unpatentable over Trower in vi< 

■ 

yet further in view of Florin. 

a 
I 

Based on the foregoing discussion regarf 
and since claims 1 8 and 42 depend from claims 

also be allowable over Trower and Yamamoto. 1 . 

i 

It was stated in the Office Action that u \ 

, ■ 

of Houser teaches the speech command interfac 

* 

animated character and featuring speech-iriitiat^ 
Claims 13, 15, 17, 39, and 41. Trower in view.,<a 



n of claims 16 and 40 based upon 35 LJ.S,C. 

i 
i 

and withdrawal thereof is respectfully 



:8 and 42 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
of Yamamoto, in further view of Houser, and 



g Trower and Yamamoto and claims 1 and 25, 
td 25, respectively, claims 18 and 42 should 



Iwer in view of Yamamoto, and in further view 
System and method utilizing an interactive 

i 

i 

* 

TV channel selection menus, as applied to 

i 

iYamamoto, and further in view of Houser does 
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not teach the ability to zoom in on a selected 'chap 

i * 

picture window with the ability to jump to (zoom 
Office Action, page 17, lines 7-13. However, eye 
picture window with the ability to zoom in on the 

to teach or suggest the remaining limitations- of <il 

: : 

Yamamoto and Houser. Thus, it is maintained 



@1031 



1, however Florin discloses a picture-in- 
ion) the channel displayed in the window. 



combination Or individually, fail to teach orSsuggi 



Therefore, claims 18 and 42 should be allowable 



Houser and Florin. 



■ t 



Accordingly, it is submitted that thejrejec 



assuming that Florin discloses a picture-in- 
annel displayed in the window, Florin fails 

is 1 and 25 not taught by Trower, 

i 

j ! r 

Trower, Yamamoto, Houser and Florin, in 

i : 
j • 

'all the limitations of claim 1 or claim 25. 

1 i 

''ex the .combination of Trower, Yamamoto, 



.:( 



§103 (a) has been overcome by the present remari 
requested. 



* 1 i 

iand withdrawal thereof is respectfully 

1. 1 * 



6 1 03 Rejection of Claims 20 and 44 ';. 

■ 

In Section 13 of the Office Action, claim 



in of claims 1 8 and 42 based upon 35 U.S.C. 



■ i 



.i 



§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Trower|in vi 



and yet further in view of Ludwig et al. (U.S. P-a 



"Ludwig"). 



I 

i 

:< 
t • 



0 and 44 stand rejected under 35 U.S,C 

i 

i 

of Yamamoto, further in view of Lumelsky, 

i 

it J, 758,079; hereinafter referred to as 



Based on the foregoing discussion rcga^fe Trbwer and Yamamoto and claims 1 and 25, 
and since claims 20 and 44 depend from one ofiflbrns 1 .! .and 25, claims 20 and 44 should also be 



allowable over Trower and Yamamoto. 



* i 



ii. 



Regarding claims 20 and 44, the Office:^ 

I V- ' ! 

and further in view of Lumelsky teaches trie spe 

•n 



tion : st'ates, 'Trower in view of Yamamoto, 



1 

'i 
r 

•ii 



h command interface system and method 



j: 2 l 



. i i 
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■ i 



<1! 



If 



'I | 

utilizing an interactive animated character capable 

: i j: 

I I j 

messages, as applied to Claims; 7 and 3 1. Trpwesr i 

i, i j 
i ■.' 

Lumelsky does not specifically; suggest displaying 

; . It L 

the acceptance of mail; however Ludwig teacihesiai 

! i l< i 

i 1 1 H 

mail message;' Office Action, page 18, line? 8^13. 



@032 



il 



ill 



f 'accessing and synthesizing e-mail 
view of Yamamoto, and further in view of 



teaches an image that indicates, the presence! bf a ; n< m e-mail message, Ludwig fails to teach or 

XV i - - - 



newj!or incoming mail icon in response to 



'r! ! 



image that indicates the presence of a new e- 



■However, even assuming that Ludwig 



suggest the remaining limitations of claims Q 

i ; 

Thus, it is maintained that Trower, Yamamoio, Ilu 

! it 8 

individually, fail to teach or suggest all the Hmitati 



and 25 noMught by Trower and Yamamoto. 



If' 



20 and 44 should be allowable over the con^ 



Din&iaiii of Trower, Yamamoto, Lumelsky and 



Ludwig. 



ie]$ky=and Ludwig, in combination or 

' ill 

iris of claim 1 or claim 25. Therefore, claims 

It* ' 



P i 



I* 

si 



§ 103(a) has been overcome by the present remark 



requested. 



• i 



$ 103 Rejection of Claims 21 ; 45 and 50— 



il 

I' 



\>" 



In Section 14 of the Office Action, claims 21, 4|and 50-51 stand rejected under 35 

I f I • I I LUl I 



U,S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 



i 

5 I 

Trowe 

! 



* 

'•fi 
i5 



Accordingly, it is submitted that trie rejec ion of claims 20 and 44 based upon 35 U.S.C. 



kind? Withdrawal thereof is respectfully 

; i 



r 1 

■'■ ' 

ft! 

A, 



J"! 

9 



Twamura et al. (U.S. Patent 5)262, 760; herejnajfte 

f! i'l .1 

Based on the foregoing discussion regardi 
49 and since claims 2 1 , 45 and 50-5 1 depend jfrolrJ onf bf claims 1, 25 and 49, claims 21 , 45 



[iii view of Yamamoto, and further in view of 
referred to as "Iwamura")- 

il fi 

fc Tiower and Yamamoto and claims 1, 25 and 



Ik 



and 50-51 should also be allowable over Trower 



c 



ill! 



I ! 



f'atmamoto. 



! ! 
l! 



i 

i. 
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As to claims 21 and 45, the Office a(M s4tes s |Trower in view of Yamamoto teaches 



n 



t:1 



12)033 



•i l • 



] • 



At 



t! 

< : i 'i ! 



the speech command interface system and rafihpd ukiliziiig an interactive animated character, as 
applied to Claims 1 and 25. Trower in view k tanfamofci does not specifically suggest Kanji to 

i ( I • l| I 

Kana text conversion, however Iwamura lea'&esjsuch a jpnji-kana conversion." Office Action, 
page 19, lines 4-7. However, even assuming thai I|iwanrMa teaches such a kanji-kana 
conversion, Iwamura fails to leach or saggel the refraifc limitations of claims 1 and 25 not 



taught by Trower and Yamamoto. Thus, il ii maWUejjj that Trower, Yamamoto and Iwamura, 



in combination or individually, fail to leach 



|r sjaggpjst 4|l' me limitations of claim 1 or claim 25. 



ii 



and Iwamura. 



I 



As lo claims 50 and 5 1 7 the Office £fctidn s 



matter similar to Claims 21 and 45, and lhJs f , are, r|ect|di for the same reasons," Office Action, 

b'.'i a i ! .1,1. : 



3 



\i -Ii" |M 'ill I 

Therefore claims 21 and 45 should be allowable ov,er ttfei combination of Trower, Yamamoto 



i | ■ 

UteJj 

I 

i i 



because claims 50 and 51 contain subject raiattef sirriilai 




that claims 50 and 51 should be allowable pVer 



the! 
i 

Iwamura for the same reasons as claims 21j|ind I45 



I, I 

Accordingly, it is submitted that tHfe re^jec 

ILS.C. § 103(a) has been overcome by the {:|es ; i|it : 

*; • 

requested. 



• 1 



I ! 



| £ f[c]laims 50 and 51 contain subject 



Dase 19> lines 15-16, Based on the foregoing disc (assion! regarding claims 21 and 45, and 



corn! 



!•! 



Yr 



i\ 
!| 

:i 
n 

ii 



: 



i 



jemafks and withdrawal thereof is respectfully 

)' : til' 



!31 



; 



•I 

ii' Ifi 

abn of claims 21 3 45 and 50-5 1 based upon 35 



■ 1 

J ! 



i 



.1 



1. « 

hi 



1! 



1 l 



< I 



1 



t 



}' 



1 



I to claims 21 and 45, il is thus maintained 



t i 



Dination of Trower, Yamamoto and 



■ 11 



t! 



! I 
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Conclusion 



In view of the foregoing, entry of this 



with claims 1-52 arc respectfully solicited. ] 



\ 



application, it is submitted that these claims, 
the prior art of record, and that these claims} 



U.S.C. §112. Changes that have been made 

i 

patentability within the meaning ql 35 U.S.C 
were made simply for clarification and to r<| 



entitled. 



I'M 



1' 



amendrneril 



LUBI-^O..,.^ ■ J. S. 'J j ,i 

J. ; [;; {.: * 
In regard to the claims amended herlin and t|iirou:ghout the] prosecution of this 

... ^.-^j^^lu i_: r^ g UriglUalij^ — — - — a W Tv,t*ntaV,N7 Hi 



(! 
f' 

■ 

I t 

1 



@034 



i and the'iallowance of this application 




presented, are patentably distinct over 



In the event that additional cooperation m this case may b,e helpful to complete its 

; I i: m :; 

prosecution, the Examine is cordially invited to 'fcoAtacJkpplicarit's representative at the 



telephone number written below. 

i 

The Commissioner is hereby authorazed 



Hi 

overpayment associated with the above-id^ntifilji application to Deposit Account 50-0320. 



■i 



't 
i 
i 



i 



ilSibmpliance with the requirements of 35 
hs were not made for the purpose ot 



9 liOSL, 103 orfl 12. Rather, these changes 
itheSfcope of protection to which Applicant is 



I:- 
i!' 



r. 



y 



•l,lh 



! Vi 



FME>MMEki LAWRENCE & HAUG LLP 



i 



to charge any insufficient fees or credit any 



•Respectfully! submitted, 




253506 
(2^2)588-0800 

• J! ..til! ! 



■32 



fit 



ft 



'.i 

i 

{ 



0034322 1 



PAGE 34134 1 RCVDAT 4/312006 2:31:10 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPTp-EFXRF-2/12 » DNIS:2738300 » CSID:12125880500 1 DURATION (mn>ss):09-56 



BEST AVAILABLE COPY 



